RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION AND ELECTION OF SPECIES REQUIREMENTS 
A. Restriction Requirement 

In the Office Action, the Examiner set forth a Restriction Requirement that identified what 
the Examiner has characterized as four distinct inventions. In particular, the Examiner suggested in 
the Office Action that the present application contains claims directed to the following four 
inventions: 

I. - Claims 1-9, drawn to an integrated circuit, classified in class 327, subclass 552; 

n. - Claims 10-19, drawn to a line card for use in fiber-optic communications devices, 
classified in class 327, subclass 552; 

EI. - Claims 20-29, drawn to a transceiver module usable in fiber-optic communications 
applications, classified in class 327, subclass 552; and 

IV. - Claims 30-39, drawn to a transceiver module usable in fiber-optic communications 
applications, classified in class 327, subclass 552. 

Responsive to the aforementioned restriction requirement, Applicant hereby provisionally 
elects Invention IV (claims 30-39, drawn to a transceiver module usable in fiber-optic 
communications applications) for examination, with traverse , as discussed below (see 37 C.F.R. § 
1 .143). In general, Applicant respectfully submits that the restriction as between inventions I and IV 
should be withdrawn, so that after entry of the election made herein, the claims of Invention I (with 
exceptions as noted herein) remain pending in the application along with the claims of Invention IV. 

More particularly, in the discussion of the aforementioned restriction requirement, the 
Examiner has stated that inventions related as combination and subcombination are distinct if it can 
be shown that (1) the combination as claimed does not require the particulars of the subcombination 
as claimed for patentability, and (2) that the subcombination has utility by itself or in other 
combinations. The Examiner has farther stated that "Inventions IV in a first set and I, II and HI in a 
second set are related as combination and subcombination." 

As amended herein, claim 30 (drawn to a transceiver module) includes all of the particulars 
recited in claim 1 (drawn to an integrated circuit). Thus, restriction as between Inventions I and IV is 
not proper, and such restriction should accordingly be withdrawn. See, e.g., M.P.E.P. § 806.05. 
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B. Election of Species Requirement 

In addition to the aforementioned restriction requirement, the Examiner has further required 
in the Office Action that Applicant elect from what the Examiner has characterized as three 
patentably distinct species of the claimed invention, namely: 

1 . The species where the circuit is a clock and data recovery circuit; 

2. The species where the circuit is an eye-opening circuit; and 

3. The species where the circuit is an application specific integrated circuit. 

In response to the Election of Species Requirement set forth in the Office Action, Applicant 
hereby elects Species 3 (where the signal processing integrated circuit is an application specific 
integrated circuit) for examination, without traverse. Claims 1 , 4-9, 30-3 1 and 34-39 are readable on 
the elected species. 

Applicant's election herein is made without prejudice. As noted by the Examiner, upon the 
allowance of a generic claim, Applicants will be entitled to consideration of claims to additional 
species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include all the limitations of an allowed 
generic claim, as provided by 37 C.F.R. §1.141. 

An action on the merits of all the claims and a Notice of Allowance thereof are respectfully 
requested. 



DATED this 




day of January, 2005. 



Respectfully submitted, 



PETER F. MALEN/JR. 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 45,576 
Customer No.: 022913 
Telephone No. (801) 533-9800 



PFM/gpm 
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